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(Ikassks OK XoHTii Carolina (a KUiKNDiiV ('iii'riguK). —^nruh'r I tu' t.itlc, Thk 
(luAssKs OK North Carolina*, a vvvy at1ra(‘tiv(* voluiiu' lias Imhmi rc‘r(av('(i 
lor r(‘vi(*\v, “with tlu' naiiu'st that in iio(i(*(‘s or ri'vic'ws allRnt-ion lu' callod to 
th(‘ prici*’’. How could oiu' lu'lp fiot/m^ $7.50 lor a l)ook of only 27() |)a^es 
(including a lew l)lauks), tlu‘ price* so in contrast with tlu* more mode^st charges 
for much larger and more (*()mpri*h('nsivc volume's cove*rinjj^ a vastly greater 
area? 41ie>se* who ca.n raise the mone*y will have* a w(*ll printe'd and attractively 
illustrate*d hook, with re*productions from photograjihs of overfe'el (on grass) 
cattle, “balds”, savannas, some of the* more* conspicuous grasses and beautifully 
elrawn small line-illustrations of many of the spe*cie^s and, perhaps of most 
irite*re*st te) stude'iits of (iiffe*rent e^r adjae*ent. are*as, 29S small maps showing the 
countie*s in whie*h most of the ac(*ept(*(l specieis are* known, at le*ast to the author. 

1 here are* exce*lle'nt ke*ys, ine’luding one* l)ase*(l e)n ve*ge*t.ative characters, this 
with drawings of leaf-base*s, she*aths, ligule*s, et(L ol a few spee*ie*s, but, rathe*r 
strikingly, not of rhizome*s and base's. 

In re*e*e)gnition ot specie's the' e'vaduations in Ilitclu'ocks Matiiuil of the 
Grasses of the Ignited States (1040 pp., 1()9() weinderfully fine figs, for $1.75) are 
largedv accefite'd but a few not known to I litcheaie'k, including one* ele'seribe'd 
by the* re^vie'we'r, are* admitted; but many later studie's by those* who have 
demonstrated that the* actual type*s, when eL\ainine*d, lead to different inte'r- 
pretations, are* jiasse'd by or in some* case's elismisseel as not acceptable, although 
with an ape)le)gy like*: “Juelging from a phe)te)graph e^f the* type [tlui pheiteagraph 
publishe*d b\^ the* |)re'se*nt re*vie'weii, there se*ems t.o be some justificatie)n for 
this opinion”. What me)re t han a re've'aling photeigraph e)f the type is nee'eled? 
If the actual type's and the* oiiginal elesci’iptieins agreeing with tlu'm are' elis- 
e*areleel as of no ace'ount, what basis is the'.re* which can le*ad te) stability? 

But so faithfully eloe*s the' authe)r a(‘e*eipt the Washington ve'relict, right eir 
ele*me)nstrate'elly wre)ng, that he* “has drawn Ire'e'ly fre^m Pre)fesse)r Hite’hcock s 
Manuar\ The* fre'e'ele)m in elrawing fre)m the* work e)f anotlu'r is exe'inplifieel 
in some* e)f the* ke'ys, le)r instane'e* un(le*r Paspalmu^ whe*re' worel-fe)r-worel 
passage's are* take*n e)ver, withe)ut e*ve*n the* simple* change's whie*h the' ce)py* 
righting anel very high j)rie*ing e)l the' ne*w l)e)ok we)ulel sugge'St as ele'sirable. 
Such passage's as tlu'se* ce)ulel re'aelily hava* beu'n se) state'el, afte'i* full under- 
staneling of the* plants, as to ave)iel e'sse'iitial imitation: 

“Rlaele's conspicueiusly ciliate, othe*rwise* nearly glabre^us. 

Blaeles relatively short, re)unele'el at base and recurveel-asceneling; 
foliage* aggre'gate toward the* base, the upper eailm relative'ly 
naked; spike'lets glabrous, mostly 1.5-1.6 mm. long.”—//dc//cor A*, p. 577. 
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Blade'S e*e)nspie*uously ciliate, e)therwise' glabrous or nearly so, 
relative'ly short; rounde'el at base; le)liage' aggregate te)warel the 
base*, the* uppe*r eailm sle*nele'r and re'lative'ly nake'el; spike'le'ts 1.5 
te) l.() mm. le)ng, glabrous.” p. 125. 

44iere' are available* syne)nyms fe)r “conspie*ue)usly ^ “nearly”, “relatively”, 
“aggre'gate”, e'te*. whie*ii ceiulel have* beu'n useul; fe)r, when a volume (Hitchce)ck\s 
Manual), prejiare'el at. gre'at. e'xpense* with le*ele*ral iunds collected lre)m the> coun¬ 
try's taxpaye*rs anel elistributed gratis or at. a le)w prices to all whe) ne'eel it., has 
leading phrase's take'ii e)ve'r elirectly int(3 a e*opyrighted anel fejrbieleiingly priceel 
anel much smaller book, se)me' (questions must arise at least as to ceimplete 

e)riginality e)f the work anel its copyrigliting. 

A “notice” might ste)p with the^se tluve paragraphs and then aelel the 
“releases” se'nt e)ut by the) publishers with the assertie)n that the new l)ook 
“incluele'S the* maje)!ity of the) grasse's of the* e^aste'rn United States . . . 3(i0 
species anel varie'tie*s”; but imme'eliate'ly e)ne)\s curiosity is aroused, le)r the 

1 The Ciraases of North Cnrol'nui l)y H. 1 j. Hlomquist, Pre)fe\s.sor of liotany, Duke^ 
Pnivorsity. vi -f 270 page's. 210 tigs., 20S small maps. Durliam, N. CL Duke) 
Tnive'rsity Press, 1948. .^7.50 
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r(ivi(nver has recently sent to the printer a lar^e volume covering the flora of 
tein|)erate ji'astern North America nort h of North Carolina, lennessee and 
Arkansas and south of the Labrador Peninsula and the north shore of Lake 
Su|)erior, with about 050 grasses recognized in the area south of Canada. In 
view of the fact that in the southeastern United Stat(is, south of Virginia and 
Kentucky, Small admitted 180 additional speech's, w(‘ get a total in the ‘'eastern 
United States’^ of jibout 830 n'cognized grasses, of which 300 is scarcely a 
majority. It, therefore, seems important, to learn why a book produced 
through financial assistance both in assembling the matter and in its publica¬ 
tion (acknowledged on p. vi) is put on t he market at a, price which approaches 
that of Small’s privately issued Manual, with 1554 pages of smaller type and 
with more than 1500 analytical drawings of g(m(‘ric derails. Immediately one 
checks to d(4ermine the completeness of the nmv book and its recognition of 
th(‘ r(K*ords of (‘arlica- and cautious workia's on t he flora of North Carolina; and, 
although th(} author has hims(4f Ixmmi assiduous in collectirig and studying th(‘ 
grasses of portions of his state*, it is disappointing to find in the new book no 
obvious mention of t.he earlier gr(*at students of tlu* North Carolina flora: for 
instance, such a distinguished fornuir kuidea* in botanical research in the state 
as IIahuy Bryan Choom (1797-1837) who, while living in Craven County, 
prepared his detailed and posthumously published Catalogue of Plants, native or 
naturalized, in the Vicinity of Neiv Pern, North Carolina (1837). Groom, a 
Corn^sponding M(*mber of the Academy of Scienccjs of Philadelphia, and of the 
New York Lyceum of Natural History, sent or took his more critical plants to 
Torrey and thej^ arc* presumably preserved in the 'Torrey Herbarium; and 
’^Forrey perp(*t uated his memory by the genus Crooniia, wliile t he famous genus 
Torreya was bas(*d by Arnott. on material discovered by Croom in Florida. 
The North Carolina r(*cords of su(*h a careful botanist of "charming personality 
and scholarly attainnumts”“ should not be neglected. Moshs Ashley Curtis 
(1808-1872), perhaps the most distinguished botanist of North Carolina, 
meunber of the American Philosophical Society and honorary m(*mber of many 
oth(*r k'arned soci(*ti(*s and academic's, published a Catalogue of the Plants 
growing spontaneously around W iltninglon, North Carolina (1835), a Catalogue 
of the Indigenous and naturalized Plants of the State (1867) and many papers 
rc*c*ording new discovc'ries. It is too bad to have negbctc'd his careful rcu'ords. 
Thomas Fanning Wood (1841-1892) LL.D. hon., Univ. N. C., and M ICHAEL 
Gerald McCarthy (1858-1915), who for 20 years wjis "state* botanist” and 
who, in chc'cking idc*ntitic's, uscul to visit the Gray Herbarium and otheu' large? 
nc)rthc*rn collections, cooperated in 1887 in publishing on the flora of Dr. 
Wood’s homc'-town, Wilmington. Many of their records would have made 
important additions to the nc*w book, lor in all or nearly all cases they were of 
unmistakable species. 

Groom’s enumeration would have' supplied records for Craven County not 
indicated on the ma|)s: Melica mutica, Sporohotus clandestinus, Zizania aquatica, 
Amphicarpon Purshii, etc. Curtis’s Wilmington list would have suppled dots 
for a county sixty to one hundred miles from the nearest one indicat(?d for 
Festuca obtusa, Anthoxanthum odoratuni, Hydrochloa caroliniensis, etc.; while 
the Wood and McCarthy e*numeration for Wilniington wcnild have supplied 
extemsions of indicate*d range* fe)r 24 species and it re^corded 3 S|)ecies of grasse?s 

" As showing: the (lifre*re'nce* bctvve*e*n the usages of the “scholarly” (Voom and t\w 
writing of English names too oftem found in the work of many who lack fee‘Iing for 
(?areful grammatical eronstruction, witness the following. In Croom’s Catalogue 
I Jmhrvlla-trve, Vrnus' Flihlrap, Utd maple, Touch-ine-not, Wood-sorrel, Rattle-box, 
Wild Indigo, Wild oats, nro(mi-grass. Rice-grass, etc., with evident feeling for the care*- 
ful iLse of hyphens to indicatt* grammatical construction. In Crasses of Xorth Carolina: 

KoWL MANN.KCJKASS, OlK’irAUl) (IKASS, (h{KSTKl) I)0(’.TAIL OKASS. Wll.OKICE, (>AT<^UA.SS, 

(JoosK-ciRAss, Sweet v eunai.(juass, and 'PooTiiAcaiE or orange cjras.s. Om* would 
prefer to chew oRAN(iE-(;RAs.s (because of the fragrance of the brui.sed bast‘s) instead 

of Toothache. 
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not in tho now hook: Agrostis verlicillaia, Aristula spiciformis (cited by Hitch¬ 
cock from South Carolina) and Cenrhrus mijosuroides, Xuttairs Paspaluin 
racemulosum, reduced by Mrs. Chase to P, bijidum^ was from ‘^Florida to 
North Carolimd\ although she stated the northern limit as in South Carolina. 
In Curtises Catalogue of 1807 this unicjue and unmistakable species was indi¬ 
cated (p. 65) for the breadth of the state: ‘X,^oast to Ch(‘rokee^\ Since th(‘ 
species is found over the line, in dry sandy woods of Sussex County, Virginia, 
Curtis's r(‘Cord can hardly bc' assumed to hav(‘ iK'en wholly erroneous, at least 

%■ f 

without further evidenc(‘; and his P, praecox from Dist. to Wake." 

giv(\s an (extension of local range, while* his P. jluitaus (one* of the cases in which 
the taxonomic facts are* apparently distasteful to the* author of the book) from 
“Lincoln Co." gives something more tangible than “is to be expected in North 
Carolina". If all other species “to be (*x[)ected in North Carolina" had bei^n 
included as numb(*r(*d species the score would more ne^irly approach the 
“majority" above not(*d. 

()thc‘r publi(‘ations on the flora of North Carolina, if taken into account., 
would add to the records. Thus, Kearney’s Report on a Botanical Survey of 
the Dismal Sv'amp Region records YAzania aguotica from near kldenton, this 
species indicated i)y Blom(|uist from only tlu* two southernmost coastal coun¬ 
ties, 150 miles away, l)ut ri*(‘(mtly collected near Kdenton by Godfrey, no. 5337 
(in dray Herb.). Mucii laier, in Peattie’s Flora of the Trymi Region (1928- 
1931), more than 40 grasses would have supplied dots (now missing) for Polk 
County in th(* Blue Uidge and one species not noted in the new book. In(‘i- 
dentally, in Am. ,Iourn. 8ci. ser. 2, vii. 410 (1849) Curtis ciU'd Polypogon 
monspeliensis from "coast, of N. Car. as far north at least as Ocracokc* Inlet!" 
That was a suflicient stat(‘ment to justify a dot (now missing) on maj) 94 at tlu' 
outer and southernmost corn(*r of Hyde County. V(*ry much earli(M', as far 
back as 1812, imporUint records from North Carolina were made. lJnd(*r 
Leersia lenticularis. Professor Blomgiiist, recording tlu* oidy North Carolina 
station known to him, in Carteret County, statcul that the vou(4i('r has not 
been located. But nearly a century and a half ago Frederi(*k Pursh recorded 
it from nortlu'astern North Carolina, a fact familiar to Curtis, who cited 
Pursh’s locality. In his FI. Am. Sept. i. 62 (1814) Pursh wrote: “Illinois aod 
Virginia . . . 'Fhis singular and elegant grass I found on the islands of Hoa- 
noak riv(*r in North Carolina, and observed it catching flies in the sanu* 
manner as Dionoea muscipula: the vidves of tlu* corolla an* nearly of the sanu! 
structun* as tlu* l(*aves of that plant. 1 communi(*at('d specimens with this 
particular circumstance* to Dr. B. S. Barton of Philad(‘lphia, who has mad(i 
mention of it in a paper on the irritability of plants". Barton’s note* was in 
his papeir. Desultory Observations concerning certain vegetable Muscicapae in 
Tilloch’s Phil. Mag. xxxix. 108 (1812): “Tlu* grass to whi(‘h I allude* is tlu* 
Leersia Rnticularis . . . 4Te plant is a native of marshy grounds of tlu* 
Illinois countrj^ of Virginia, North Carolina &c". H(*r(*, of course, was the 
origin of the name “Catch-fly grass". Barton and Pursh kn(*w the plant also 
from Virginia, although Hitchcock did not recognizer it in the East fre)m ne)rth 
of Semth Care)lina; but it is very abunelant e)n many l)e)ttomlands e)f se)uth- 
e*astern Virginia, tlu*nce northwarel into Marylanel! Ther bottomlanels of the 
Me*he*rrin, Not.te)way anel Blackwate*r systeieis are* often filleel by it, and the* 
be)tte)mlanels of the*ser rive*rs, |)assing inte) nort he‘aste*rn North Care)lina, must 
surely have it. 

This ne)te e)n the old recejrds e)f Leersia lenticubiris in ne)rtheaste*rn Ne)rth 
Caredina inevitably leaels te) the* obserrvatie)!! that abe>ut half the maps in the 
ne*w we)rk have* lu) ineiication e)f spee*ie*s as fe)unel in the* ne)rtheastern or e*ven 
the* easte*r!i (('oastal Plain) see*tion of the staU*; anel that, e*xe*ept lor the* Wilm- 
ingt.e>n re*gie)n, me)sl re*cent Ne)rth Carolina be)tanisl.s have* large*ly e*lung to tlu* 
Pie‘elmont and the* Iflue* Hidge*. So ve*rv many e)f the* plants. unre*e*ognize*d as 
growing in northe*aste*rn Ne)rth Carolina, e)e*e*ur just ove*r the* line in south- 
e*a.ste*rn Vir*ginia that it is most diflie*ult. to imagine them sharply elise*rimina,ting 
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against, adjacent North Carolina: Poa paradoxa, P. Chapmanniana, P. cuspi- 
data, Eragrostis hypnoides, Uniola lalifoUa, Melica mutica, Agrostis Elliottiana, 
Ctnna arundinacea, Alopeciirus carolinianus, Arislida oliganlha, A. lanosa, 
Leersia hexandra, Paspalum leiUiferutn, Panicurn yadkinense, P. caerulescens, 
P. Wrightianum, P. hians, Cetichrus incertus, Sorghmlrum Elliottn, etc., etc! 
In fact, one such species, as above noted, was secured by Kearney and l)y 
Godfrey. Some others, slightly closing gaps, thes(! noted from labels in the 
Gray Herbarium, are the following: J^oa cuspidata from west of Fairfield, 
Tyrrell Co., Godfrey, no. 3917; Sphenopholis Jiliformis from Raleigh, Wake Co., 
Godfrey, no. 3559, and from Delgado, New Hanover Co., April 21, 1923, J. R. 
Churchill; Sporobolus clandestinus from Wyanoke, Gates Co., Eernald & Long, 
no. 11,524; and Clenium aroviaticum from Pinehurst, Moore Co., July 1897,' 
Olio Katzenstein, and from Pin<; Bluff Wiegand & Manning, no. 337, also from 
7 miles southwest of Wilmington, in Brun.swick Co., Godfrey, no. 4134. 

Close to the Carolina line (from a few rods up to 10 miles away) and on 
river-systems flowing through ejistern North Carolina there are many species 
not yet recorded from the latter state. These suggest some worth-while 
botanizing: Bromus notlowayanus Fern, (characteristic of bottomland of the 
river which, uniting with the Blackwater, forms the Chowan in North Caro¬ 
lina); Glycerin arkansana Fern., po.sitiveiy dominant on bottomland of the 
Meherrin River system east of Kmporia, Virginia, the Meherrin winding back- 
and-forth along the state line in Northampton County, North Carolina, and 
finally crossing Hertford County; Eragrostis niulticaidis Steud. {E. peregrina 
Wieg.), a characteristic weed of roadsides, paths and railroads, which has 
presumably been carried by vehicles south of Franklin, Virginia; Triodia 
Chapmani (Small) Bush, a beautiful sj)ecies of pinelami from Southampton to 
Princess Anne County, Virginia, sometinu's, as at Factory Hill in Nansemond, 
only a stone’s throw from Gates County, North Carolina’; or Muhlenhergia 
hrachyphylla, Bush, characteristic of flat piiadands of southeastern Virginia and, 
like J/. ylabriflora, a plant primarily of tlu' .Mi.ssissii)pi Basin but with i.solated 
stations on the Coastal Plain or in the Piedmont. I’nfortunately this eastern 
i.solation of M. glabriflora got wholly obscured in t lu* new book on North Caro¬ 
lina grasses, for, although as yet known east of th(* Mis.sissipj)i drainage at 
only one station in Maryland, one in Brunswick County, Virginia, and another 
in Durham County, North Carolina, the* broad range is here given as “N(‘W’- 
foundland to British Columbia, south to .North Carolina, Kentucky, Okla¬ 
homa, and Arizona”. Hitchcock, in his .Manual, had more accurately said 
‘‘Low woods, Maryland, Indiana, Illinois, .Mis.souri, and Texas”, although his 
map 773 had no dot for Maryland. J'he evident source of the newly staU'd 
range (with North Carolina substituted for .Maryland) is Hitchcock’s state¬ 
ment of range for what proves to lx; a bi- or tripartite species, M. racemosa 
sensu Hitchcock: ‘‘Newfoundland to British Columbia, south to Maryland, 
Kentucky, Oklahoma, and Arizona”. 

The upshot seems to be, that there is very much closer work remaining to be 
done, especially on the Coastal Plain of northeastern North Carolina, before 
anything truly approaching a complete list of jilants of the state and their 
distribution can Ix^ maile. Tlui <li.scriminating worker, exploring all types of 
habitat from the low(>r Roanok(' to tlx; coast from P'alse Cajx; southward, 
should <iuickly add to the known flora of tlu* state many of the 05 gras.ses of 
adjacent Virginia not recorded from North Carolina, more than two .score of 
.sedges similarly known, and many .scores of showier plants. These, if he 
follows the traditional practice of scientists for many decadc^s, he will record 
in appropriate journals in his field, as a rc'port of |)rogr(*.ss. Tlu* results would 
then reach those really j)repar(*d to us<* l.lu*m, for most scientific w'orkers are 
not so (*ndow(*d as to pay an unusually high prici* for obvdously incomplete work. 

’ .At tlu' la.st nioincnt /v///u/i/.v ripariiis, fouiul iu*ar tlu* statt^-liiu* in N'irxinia, i.s n*- 
nu)V(sl from tlu*s<' few (txainpics becauso Hitchcock (lctlnit(*ly cites and map.s it from 
North Carolina. 




128 


Rliodora 



^I'lic rovi<'W('r makes the above eritacisius and sun^<!stioiis ill all Iriiaulliiiess 
for an active and eodperative fellow-worker and with full realization of the 
(‘iTors which too often make their way into his own work. He is not. aloni', he 
finds, in r(“f!:rettinf>: that a haiid.some and expensive book should have been 
])ublish('d wit hout more thorough (‘xamination of the flora of a mostly ne{»:lected 
portion of the state and without full appreciation of the work dom* by earlier 
students of t.h(> North Carolina flora. 'I'Ik*. painstaking examiiles of such dis¬ 
tinguished masti'rs as (h'oom, .M. A. Curtis, Wood and McCart.hy, ri'inoti' 
from large collections for comparison but achii'ving outstanding results, should 

inspire us all.—^M. L. F. 


A Nkw Moss from Nfhkaska.—Ptkrigoneuhum si-rsessile 
(Britl.) Jur., var. Kieneri, var. nov. A forma typica difTert: 
lamollis foliorum liiimilibiis; capsula tinacum podieello decidua, 
ut in Phnscaceis, tandem ad si)orulas emittendas disrupta, 


operculo 



minima non tleciduo (calyptra ciicullata?). 


Nebraska: Kivner 10027 (in part). 

The plants in this collection art' of two forms. One is nearly 
typical. The other, var. 1\ if fieri, possesses an altogether differ- 
t'nt type of sporophytt', in having a ctipsule with a non-dehiscent 
lid; and the setti, capsule and lid often fall as ont', the st'ta having 
broken away near its base, ddie spores are liberated through 
rupture of the capsule-wtill. Tht' calyptra seems to be cucullate. 

This condition, of a spt'cies or group ot closely related spt'cies 
having in some instances a ])('rsistent and in others a deciduous 
operculum, is not unusual, for past authors have made spt'cial 
notti of it, esjR'cially with IIi/iiienoftlomuin roslfllaluin (Brid.) 
Schimp. SoiiK' authors i)lace tlu' forms in sci)arate genera, 
while others lump them into one species. 

The novR'lty described abov(‘ was found in a set ol Nebraska 
mosses sent to the writi'i* for deti'rminatioii by Dr. 

Kiener.— Herbert Habkkb, Grand Falls, New Brunswick. 

Volume •'>/, no. ftW, containing pages .93-112 and plates 11/(6-11.90, was 
issued 9 May, 1049. 









